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Draft SMEX AO
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“Modificationsto the Draft SMEX AO” Released 4 December 2002

Questions last updated 9 January 2003

Isthereatimetable for updating the SMEX ELV Services|nformation
Summary? Will there be some updated pricing infor mation available while
thedraft SMEX AO isout for comment?

A draft SMEX Expendable Launch Vehicle Services Information Summary
document is now available in the Draft SMEX Explorer Program Library
(http://explorer.larc.nasa.gov/explorer/sel.html ).

I’m writing to remind you of our discusson last summer regarding the
possibility of accepting Mission of Opportunity proposalsto use an existing
NASA mission, after it has completed its approved science investigations, in
order to conduct science investigations which are unrelated to the science
investigations for which the mission was approved and developed. | would
very much appreciateit if you could modify the AO asyou indicated last year.

| will try to revisethe SMEX AO so that the Mission of Opportunity category
includes the use of an existing NASA asset for a new science mission.

Revision December 3, 2002: The SMEX AO will be revised to allow proposals of
thistype. See“Maodificationsto the Draft SMEX AQ” on thisweb site.

Section 3.4.5 (page 9) International Space Station Requirements. “To learn of
any significant changeto these policies or milestones....contact the point of
contact in the International Space Station Resear ch Opportunities
document...” Thereisno document by thisname on that web site. The one
with the closest title refersto Missions of Opportunity and the document is
dated 1999. Section 4.2.2 (Page 18) also refersto thisdocument. (We notethat
that document in the SMEX library isflagged as needing to be updated).

Thisisthe appropriate document. 1t will be revised; please read the final document
carefully when it isavailable. However, unless something changes (which might
happen for |SS payloads), the rules for MO'sand SMEX's are identical for full truss
attached payloads; the only difference is the cost cap.
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Section 3.6.3 (page 12) NASA OSS Cost. " Examples of coststo beincluded are
launch servicesincluding any upper stages, ..." Nothingin thisdraft AO
indicates whether proposalsfor SMEX instrumentson I SSfull truss sites must
include any of the costs of Shuttle launch to the ISS and Shuttlerecovery from
thelSS. If Shuttle costs are not to be counted against the cost cap, then the AO
should statethat fact. If Shuttle costs areto be counted against the cost cap,
then the AO should give guidelinesfor that costing (or should refer to a
document in the Explorer Library that gives such guidelines).

In this draft of the SMEX AQ, thereis no charge for Shuttle launch of science
payloads to the I SS nor for return of science payloadsto Earth. Thispolicy is
currently under discussion within NASA and may change. We will state the policy
explicitly in thefinal AO. Please read the fina SMEX AO carefully whenitis
released.

Revised December 3, 2002: Costs for use of the Shuttle to transport 1SS payloads,
including transportation costs, standard services, and specia services, must be
included in the NASA OSS Cost cap. See “Modifications to the Draft SMEX AO”
on thisweb site.

Section 4.2.2 (page 18) says, " The Pl isresponsible for working manifest,
safety, and other issueswith the point of contact(s) identified in the
“International Space Station Research Opportunities’ document in the
Explorer Program Library." Doesthissentence mean that manifest etc issues
areto beworked by the PI prior to submitting the proposal in responseto this
AO? Or doesit just mean that the Pl must work theseissuesduring the
program (after selection)?

We will clarify the language. At the moment, the intent of the AO isthat the
proposal should be as responsive as possible to these issues at time of proposal. For
safety and mission uniques, that means dealing with them in your technical and cost
proposal like any other implementation issue at the pre-phase A stage (e.g., same
level of detail asfor aELV). For manifest, the POC will have the latest information
on the manifest congtraints for the |SS opportunity that you are proposing to (e.g.

full truss attached). It isour intent to only offer ISS opportunities that can be
manifested if selected, and we do not intend that the potential Pl must identify the
exact launch opportunity prior to selection. The ISS assembly schedule and the
policy for ISS science payloads are currently under discussion within NASA and
may change. Please read the final SMEX AO carefully wheniit is rel eased.

Section 4.4.1 (page 19) requiresthat SMEX instrumentsfor the I SSfull truss
site must beready for launch by February 2007, even though other SMEX
proposals can befor launch by either February 2007 or February 2008. Why
the morelimiting requirement for ISSinstrumentsthan for free-flyers? This
statement seemsto contradict the previous sentence that says | SS payloads are
exempted from the launch date requirement.
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Y ou caught an inconsistency in the draft SMEX AO that we are aware of. At the
time the draft AO was released, it was not clear whether there would be an earlier
launch congtraint for the full truss attach site then for the rest of this SMEX
opportunity. There may very well be such aconstraint asit is possible that afull
truss attach payload will be flown instead of a zenith EXPRESS palette, hence the
full truss payload would be constrained to launch when the payload is manifested.
This constraint will be resolved and clarified in the final AO. The ISS assembly
schedule is currently under discussion within NASA and may change. Pleaseread
thefina SMEX AO carefully when it is released.

Sections 5.4 (page 23) and 4.2.2 (page 18) seem to bein conflict. Section 5.4
saysthat a zenith EXPRESS Pallet on the I SSis planned beginning in 2007,
while Section 4.2.2 solicits full-trussinstruments. If thereisto be a zenith
EXPRESS Pallet starting in 2007 (or even 2008), it will occupy one of the two
zenith full-truss sites. Meanwhile the most recent | SS schedule showsAM S
occupying the other zenith full-truss site for three yearsfrom about early 2006.
Can we assumethat an appropriate site will be available for a full-truss
payload?

Itisour intent at thistime that afull-truss payload will replace the zenith EXPRESS
palette scheduled for 2007. This situation requires that, if NASA selectsalSS
attached payload, NASA can select either afull truss payload or a zenith EXPRESS
pal ette payload, but not both. Please read the final SMEX AO carefully wheniit is
rel eased.

I'm also a little fuzzy about the duration of the cash flow, if one goesfor a
seriesof LDB flightsunder MOO. Thefirst flight needsto take place by
February 2008, but there appearsno limit on how many flights and the
duration of the series, so long asthe money holdsout. Isthiscorrect?

That is correct: there is no limit on how many flights as long as the first one takes
place before February 2008, the money holds out, and the flights are justified
scientifically in the proposal. The required number of flights proposed will be
evaluated during the peer review.

Thisis spelled out in Section 5.3: "A complete mission using LDB's may include
more than one flight aslong as the first flight is no later than February 2008 and the
total investigation is executed within the Mission of Opportunity cost cap.”



Q9 Thereappearstobealittle bit of confusion about the selection criteria. The
criteriain thelast paragraph of 7.2.1 and the 1st paragraph of 7.3 are dightly
different (basically whether cost countson an equal basiswith science and
implementation). 7.2.1isdiscussing categorization (I, I1, 111, 1V) and 7.3 is
selection. But most people equate one with the other. Thetwo paragraphsare
not inconsistent, but it is somewhat confusing asto how much weight is given
tothe overall cost.

Although some people may equate categorization with selection, they are distinct
stepsin the process of evaluating and selecting a SMEX mission (or, for that matter,
selecting any proposal in responseto aNASA AO).

Categorization is based on an evaluation of the proposal for scientific, technical,

and concept (i.e. feasibility of implementation as proposed) merit. For Explorer, we
conduct all of these evaluations through peer reviews including concept. Although
cost realism is evaluated (can you do it for the proposed cost?), cost itself is not
evaluated (is the mission proposed to be expensive or cheap?). The proposed cost
of your mission is not evaluated by the TMC peer review. It istherefore not a
criterion for categorization.

Note that at the end of categorization, there are a number of Category 1 proposals
eligible for selection. For the Explorer and Discovery programs, approximately 15-
25% of the proposals are usually Category 1 (but there is no quota, these are
historical averages). The Category 1 proposals are not ranked during
categorization.

However, at selection, the selecting official may take into account many factorsin
addition to the evaluation of the proposals. Of course only proposals which

received extremely positive evaluations (i.e. Category 1 proposals) are even €ligible
for consideration for selection. In addition to the evaluations, the selecting official
may also consider the proposed cost. If two proposals both propose excellent
science and a feasible implementation plan, then the selecting official may decide to
choose one because it is less expensive. This supports our overall goal of
maximizing the science return within the Explorer budget constraints.

Regarding how much weight is given to cost: no weight is given to cost for
categorization (Section 7.2.1), cost is weighted equally with the other three criteria
for selection (Section 7.3; you do the math).

Q10 TheDraft AO for SMEX saysthat the deadline for proposalswill be May xx,
2003. Can you tell meif it likely to be nearer the end or the beginning of the
month?

The deadline will be 90 days after the release date. The exact date depends on the
time taken for decision and approval processes for thefinal AO. The datesin the
draft AO are the best dates available now. And they could change.
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L aunch vehicle costs have a large impact on mission designs. Any NASA
guidance on launch vehicle costs that could be provided prior to thefinal
release of the AO would be greatly appreciated.

Launch vehicle costs are posted in the SMEX Explorer Program Library at
http://explorer.larc.nasa.qgov/explorer/sal.html .

The new cost cap of $100M is an improvement, however, itsvalueis negated by
reducing the allowed contributionsto one-third of the NASA OSS Cost.

The standard limit on contributions for Explorer and Discovery missions is one-
third of the NASA OSS cost. This policy exists to ensure that an Explorer mission
iIsaNASA OSS mission and not ajoint mission. Since these missions are cost
capped and subject to termination if the cap is breached (Sections 4.5 and 5.5),
NASA wants to retain the ability to unilaterally terminate the project. The 100%
contribution cap for the 1999 SMEX AO was an exception to thisrule.

In case of a conflict between the AO and documents specified in Appendix C or
in the SMEX Program Library, which takes precedence?

The AO aways takes precedence. We will clarify thisin thefinal AO.

Theingructionsin Appendix B do not include any referenceto Phase F
activities, excluding the cost tables B3-B5. Where arethe Phase F activitiesto
be discussed within the proposal ?

Phase F activities should be discussed wherever they make sense; thiswill depend
upon the nature of the proposed science enhancements. Phase F activities will be
evaluated according to the criteriain Section 7.2.3.

If a proposal doesn't include a Phase F activity, will it be penalized or judged
differently from those proposals that include Phase F enhancements?

A proposal that does not include a Phase F activity will not be penalized. Proposals
that include Phase F activities will have those activities evaluated as described in
Section 7.2.3; proposals that do not include Phase F activities will not be evaluated
against the Phase F criterion.

In referenceto Section 3.4.2, is cost/risk afactor to beincluded in the
evaluation of using services other than SCDS? The AO seemsto steer
Proposerstoward using SCDS services without considering cost/risk benefit.



All aspects of the proposal are evaluated for risk, including cost risk (see evaluation
criteriain Section 7.2.4). Regarding SCDS, Section 3.4.2 states, “Proposers are free
to propose use of services from sources other than the NASA Space

Communication and Data Systems (SCDS).” Since NASA has aready competed

the provision of certain mission and data services, and has contracts with selected
provider(s), a determination must be made as to whether the existing contracts will
be used. This determination may be made as late as Phase B (Section 3.4.2).

Q17 Istherea NASA funding profile, and if so, what isit?

Thereisno NASA funding profile for Explorer proposals, only a cost cap. Note
that, if aselected mission has a proposed funding profile that cannot be
accommodated by the Explorer program available funding, then an acceptable
funding profile will have to be negotiated after selection. Thisismorelikely for the
mission selected to launch second (Section 7.4.4).

Q18 What isNASA'sdefinition of a minimum " science component” , asused in the
third sentence of Paragraph 1in Section 4.6?

The “science component” is those aspects of the mission that contributes to the
accomplishment of science objectives.

Q19 What istherequirement for page marginsfor the proposal text?

No requirement is specified in the Draft AO. Please check the final AO carefully
for any requirement on page margins. If no requirement is specified, proposers
should keep in mind that legibility enables accurate evaluations.

Q20 In Section 7.4.2, what ismeant by " each contract will also contain a cost option
for Phase B/C/D and E activities' Isthispart of the fixed price contract for
Phase A?

Each Phase A contract will contain an option for the remainder of the mission
development and implementation. Upon downselection, it isNASA’sintent to
exercise the option for any mission selected to proceed into Phase B, and to not
exercise the option for any mission not selected to enter into Phase B.

Q21 In Section 7.4.5, " Confirmation Investigation," doesthe 20% cost reserve
against the cost to complete exclude ELV and MO& DA costs, asidentified in
Section 4.5?

Yes.

Q22 Doesafoldout page with printing on both sides constitute one or two pages?
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Two. See Appendix B, “Every side upon which printing appears will be counted
against the page limits.”

Appendix B, Section D, Paragraph 1, what isthe definition of scientific
products and science productsin relation to data product? Doesthe science
product include analysis of data?

Science products include data and anything el se that contributes to the science
output of the mission. This can include, but is not limited to, ancillary or
calibration data, theoretical calculations, higher order analytical or data products,
sample returns, witness samples, laboratory data, etc. The result of dataanalysisis
a science product.

In Appendix B, Section E, should the product assurance discussion also include
mission assurance activities, or aretheseinterpreted asonein the same?

The proposal must discuss mission assurance activities, and these activities must be
consistent with the SMEX mission assurance document (Sections 3.2 and 3.4.1).

If the cost tables and the Master Equipment List, WBS and WBS Dictionary
arenot counted against the page count, are these pagesto be numbered and
wher e arethey to be placed?

All pages should be numbered. These pages should be placed wherever they make
sense.

Page B-17; what does”" MA" within PM/MA/SE stand for; Mission Analysisor
Mission Assurance?

“Mission Analysis.” See footnote 2.
Areguidelinesavailable for estimating the cost of software IV&V?
No.

Revised December 3, 2002: If the V&V sdf-assessment indicates some level of
IV&V will be needed, it is recommended that proposals to this AO include 15% of
their software costs for IV&V activities. See“Modifications to the Draft SMEX
AQ” onthisweb site.

What guidance can NASA offer to proposers of Mission of Opportunity
experiments and international collaborations when a statement is made
indicating “NASA isnot obligated to select a Mission of Opportunity under
thissolicitation” ? (Section 1.0 -Description of Opportunity).
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None whatsoever. Section 1.1 accurately describes the situation. NASA may, or
may not, select a Mission of Opportunity proposal. The decision will be made
based on the evaluation criteriain the Draft AO (which depend on the quality of the
proposal) as well as programmatic considerations including cost (Section 7.3).
Missions of Opportunity may be selected “when the perceived value is high and the
proposed cost to NASA OSS iswithin the funding limits of the Explorer program”
(Section 1.1). NASA iswilling to consider such proposals, but makes no
commitment to select one.

Under Section 1.3 -Proposal Opportunity Period and Schedule, the elapsed
time between the award date for Phase A, and the Phase A Concept Study
Report isapproximately 5 months. It was suggested by the users community
in the Explorer Workshop sponsored by NASA-HQ —March 12, 2002, that this
period be extended to six (6) months from the time funds become available,
providing a better chance of competition among the down-selected programs.
Will this suggestion be considered at thistime?

As aresult of the suggestions made by the users community at the Explorer
Workshop, the elapsed time described was increased from 4 months (asin the last
MIDEX AO) to 5 months. Thereistypically a month between notification of
selection for Phase A and initiation of Phase A funding, thus the time from
notification to concept study report due date is 6 months.

Do the proposed Basdine and the Minimum Mission requirements apply to
Missions of Opportunity experiments? (4.6 Baseline and Minimum Missions)

No. Section 4 (including Section 4.6) applies only to Explorer missions. The
requirements for Missions of Opportunity are given in Section 5. A Mission of
Opportunity isonly required to propose a baseline mission (though there is no
prohibition to proposing a minimum mission if the proposer believes that this
makes sense).

Under what conditions could a Mission of Opportunity be selected without
first completing a Phase A concept study? (5.1 Missions of Opportunity
Background and Constraints)

It is up to the Mission of Opportunity proposer to identify conditions that require
selection prior to the completion of a Phase A study. NASA may or may not find
these conditions sufficient.
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In the Explorer Workshop sponsored by NASA-HQ —March 12, 2002, it was
indicated that the cost of writing a successful proposal to earlier
SMEX/MIDEX/MO AOswas estimated to be about $250K. Why isNASA
funding for a selected MO Phase A Concept Study limited to $250K (an
amount which has been constant since at least 1997), which is equivalent to the
proposal development effort when this phaseis supposed to produce more
matureresults? (5.5 Cost and Schedule Requirementsfor Missions of
Opportunity).

Missions of Opportunity are smaller efforts than SMEX missions (less than $35M
vs. $100M). Thelower Phase A funding reflects that fact.

It isan undue burden to the proposersto keep requesting full and complete
proposalswhen NASA isonly approving a Phase A Concept Study and has
other reviewsin placefor selected missions. Therewas some community
consensus expressed in the Explorer Workshop of March 12, 2002, to suggest
dropping thisrequirement. Isthere any chance that this can be implemented at
thistime?

The 1999 SMEX AO did not require full technical proposals. NASA surveyed the
proposers following that solicitation. Based on both the response of the 1999
proposers and the results of the concept studies that resulted from that solicitation,
NASA has decided that the Explorer program is better served by requiring full
technical proposals. The NASA attendees at the Explorer Workshop do not agree
with the questioner that there was community consensus to drop this requirement.

Please see the document “Report on the 1999 SMEX TMC-lite Salicitation” which
Is also posted on the SMEX Acquisition Additional Information web page at
http://explorer.larc.nasa.gov/explorer/smexacg.html .

Reference Section 1.3: Islaunch required by February 1, 2007 or February 27,
200772

The Draft AO requires that launch must occur “no later than February 2008.” This
means no later than anytime in February 2008. Effectively the launch readiness
date requirement is February 29, 2008. Thereis no requirement for launch by
February 2007. NASA anticipates selecting a proposal that chooses to launch by
February 2007, however thisis not a proposal requirement.

Reference Section 4.5: Do 20% reservesneed to be carried on E/PO and
Science during Phase C/D?
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The requirement is that, “ at the investigation's Phase B/C Confirmation Review, the
Pl will be required to demonstrate a minimum cost reserve of 20%, or to justify a
cost reserve of less than 20%, against the cost to complete (not including the launch
vehicleor MO&DA)” (Section 4.5). So reserves do need to be carried on the cost
to complete including E/PO and science during Phase C/D unless the proposer can
justify not doing so.

Revised December 3, 2002: An increased importance will be placed on the
adequacy of cost reserves to reduce cost risk. See “Modifications to the Draft
SMEX AQ” on thisweb site.

Refer ence Section 4.5: Do 20% reserves need to be carried on Phase A or
Phase B costs?

Since the requirement is on cost to complete at the end of Phase B, this requirement
cannot apply to Phases A and B. The proposal should identify the reserves posture
and judtification for Phase A/B.

Revised December 3, 2002: Anincreased importance will be placed on the
adequacy of cost reserves to reduce cost risk. See “Modifications to the Draft
SMEX AQ” on thisweb site.

Reference Section 3.4.4: Do the available GSFC services apply during the
proposal process or during the misson development?

The first paragraph of Section 3.4.4 describes services available during the “ Stage 1
proposal” process. The second paragraph in Section 3.4.4 describes services
available if GSFC is added to the study team for the Phase A downselect process. |If
GSFC is added to the proposal team for the Phase A concept study, then during
mission development GSFC would perform any services that are described in the
Phase A concept study report.

Reference Section A-2, Section VI: Istherea cost cap on the 2-month bridge
phase?

No. The Bridge Phase isintended to cover atwo-month period of Phase B effort.
The proposal should justify the amount proposed for the Bridge Phase. Itis
important to note that, if the Phase A contract plus potential Bridge Phase exceeds
$550K, then the contractor would have to certify higher costs.

Section 3.4.5: What sort of significant changesto policies or milestones would
“affect OSS s ability to offer 1SS opportunities’? What isthe likelihood of this

happening?
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The agency is still wrestling with questions like the | SS schedule for putting science
experiments on board, whether the 4 funded STS flights will be used for science
payloads, the schedule for the international provided attach points (e.g. JEM-EF),
etc. We made assumptions about the outcome of these policy deliberations in order
to put out adraft AO. If those assumptions are incorrect, we will have to change or
eliminate the I SS opportunities. Stay tuned.

Sections 3.6.2, 5.5: Section 3.2 outlinesrulesfor contributions. Section 5.5
statesthat the limit for contributionsfor LDB, ISS, and data buysis 1/3 of
NASA OSS codt. Istherealimit to the contributions allowed for other MoOs
and full SMEX missons?

Thereisno limit for classic missions of opportunity since a classic mission of
opportunity isitself a contribution to a non-OSS mission. We will evaluate each
classic mission of opportunity proposal to determine if it makes sense. The
contribution limit for full SMEX missionsis 1/3 of NASA OSS cost (Section 4.4.3).

Table B3: Startswith FY1 (which standsfor 1st fiscal year?), which is
confusing. Replace with FY 03, etc.

We expect the proposer to change that to the correct fiscal year, just as the proposer
replaces row headings with appropriate labels. We are trying to standardize
Appendix B so it does not have to be personalized for every AO.

At the bottom of page B-10, there are some" highly recommended” itemsthat
could beincluded in the cost plan (such asthe Master Equipment List, a WBS,
and a WBS dictionary), but which are claimed to not count against the page
limit. Thissendsa bizarre message that somehow thisinformation is so
important that it won't count against the page limit, but is optional. Not very
clear guidance, in my opinion. It appearsthat the costing genie got out of the
box you tried to keep him in -- will he go back in the box, or arewe going to
dump full-blown WBS details on thereviewers?

A full-blown MEL or WBS is not expected at this stage. However, in al
probability some preliminary top-level version of them was used to generate the
budget in the proposal. Whatever was used would be of value to the reviewersin
the same way it was of value to the proposers. The basic objective is not for more
work to be done but for the proposers to reveal more of their costing toolsto the
reviewers. Thisisconsistent with our previous (and current) instructions that
proposers should "provide rationale that describes why NASA should feel confident
that the proposed costs are reasonable and will remain within the cost cap.”

Theeffort involved in preparing the proposal issignificantly higher than in the
past. Small organizations are definitely at a disadvantage, since they wouldn't
have the engineering resour ces in-house to addr ess many of the technical
guestions.



All of the datarequested in the Step 1 proposal is considered to be the "current best
edimate.” These estimates plus reserves and margins (which should be adequate
for the accuracy of the estimates) need to add up to amission that isfeasible from a
technical, management, and cost perspective. In other words, it is not necessary to
identify solutionsto all of the requirements --- it is sufficient to propose adequate
resources to accommodate those solutions once they are identified in Phase A/B.
The Step 1 proposal must present afeasible baseline mission design and identify
areas where trade off analyses will be performed during Phase A to arrive at a more
optimal baseline. Extra attention should be paid in the proposal to unique
requirements.

Please see the document “Report on the 1999 SMEX TMC-lite Salicitation” which
Is also posted on the SMEX Acquisition Additional Information web page at
http://explorer.larc.nasa.gov/explorer/smexacq.html .

Revised December 5, 2002: In areas of mission implementation where the required
depth of information is not available, for whatever reason, at this stage of mission
design, the proposal must (i) describe the current design concept, (ii) justify that the
development of that aspect of the designis not required at this stage and that it is
acceptable to develop details later, and (iii) explain why the lack of information at
this stage should not trandate into arisk to the proposer's ability to implement the
mission as proposed. The schedule and process for devel oping the required depth
of information must be explicitly included among the plans for future activity. In
the case where amission is proposed at or near the cost cap, but depth of technical
detail is deferred, the proposal must justify the adequacy of the proposed cost
reserves given that the proposed cost is not allowed during Phase A to increase
beyond the cost cap.

Q44 Without a potential spacecraft vendor on the proposal team, one cannot begin
to addressthetechnical questions. It sort of under cutsthe notion of being able
to submit a proposal even " if teaming agreements are not complete’ (4th
paragraph of page B-6). It upstheantefor thelimited number of potential
spacecr aft vendors. For a" TMCO-lite" AO, spacecr aft vendorswere willing
towork on several proposals. My guessisthat these vendorsare going to bea
lot mor e selective thistime around due to the work involved, and many
potential proposerswill not be ableto find a spacecr aft.

The spacecraft design is not expected to be complete. Therefore, reserves and
margins are expected to be adequate for the maturity of the design and the proposed
heritage utilization. The proposal team is not required to have a spacecraft partner
but they are expected to have identified at least one viable and available spacecraft.
To help meet this expectation, NASA offers a catalog of spacecraft buses though its
Rapid Spacecraft Development Office (Section 3.4.4).



Q45 The need to provide thisamount of data is also inconsistent with the possibility
discussed in Section 3.4.4 of having GSFC (or JPL) provide project
management, systems engineering, spacecr aft, etc in Phase A. The 40 hours
allocated for Stage 1 at GSFC isnot nearly sufficient to provide the data
required to writea good Stage 1 proposal and get to Phase A.

The 40 hours alocated by GSFC for Step 1 are to support the proposing team in the
areaslisted. It isnot intended that 40 hrs are sufficient for GSFC to provide project
management. The purpose of this support is to supplement the expertise available
to the proposing team in afew key areas not to replaceit. The Available GSFC
Services document in the SMEX Explorer Program Library contains examples of
the sorts of support available within the 40 hours. Providing project management
requires a teaming arrangement rather than support services.

Q46 Theredoesn't seem to be a need for all thisdata. The AO callsout a two-stage
process - 4 into Phase A, downselect to 2. If a potential mission hastechnical,
management, or cost problems, it should show up in their Phase A Concept
Study Report, and you don't select them.

The purpose of the Step 1 technical, management, and cost evaluation isto
eliminate high-risk proposals that have a vanishingly small probability of being
implemented within cost and schedule. The intent isfor the selection to be made
based on science merit and an acceptable level of implementation risk. The data
required by the AO in the Stage 1 proposal is needed to accurately identify those
high implementation risk proposals.

Please see the document “Report on the 1999 SMEX TMC-lite Solicitation” which
Is also posted on the SMEX Acquisition Additional Information web page at
http://explorer.larc.nasa.gov/explorer/smexacq.html .

Q47 Thediscussion in Section 3.9.1 regarding theinfusion of advanced technology
impliesthat the use of advanced (new) technology isnot required
(“ Investigations dependent on advanced technology will not be penalized.....”)
Theevaluation criteriain Section 7.4.4 states that the® Quality of plansfor
advanced technology infusion and transfer” isa downsglection criterion. Is
new technology a definite requirement for a proposal, and if not, will the lack
of new technology affect the downselection process? Perhapsthe wording of
3.9.1 could be changed to specifically state that new technology isor isnot a
necessary requirement.

Section 3.9.1 states that the infusion and transfer of new technology isa NASA

godl; it also states that the Explorer program provides an opportunity to meet this
goa. Thequality of plansfor new technology is not acriterion for Stage 1 selection
but is a criterion for downselect (Section 7.4.4). Asindicated in the document,
Guidelines and Criteria for the Phase A Concept Sudy, in the Explorer Program



Library, the quality of plans for new technology is one of the least important
downselect evaluation criteria

However the use of new technology can induce risk. Section 3.9.1 indicates how
that risk can be mitigated without penalty. As stated in Appendix B, Section E, new
technology may be penalized for risk if adequate back-up plans are not described to
ensure success of the investigation. The implementation risk counts for
approximately 25% of the weighting for Stage 1 selection (Section 7.3) and isthe
most important downselect evauation criterion (Guidelines).

In the sense that the use of technology is an evaluation criterion for downsel ect,
new technology is arequirement. In the sense that missions without new
technology have been selected for flight, new technology is not a requirement.
Although new technology plans are encouraged by NASA and are evaluated during
downselect, the penalty for the introduction of unmitigated risk due to the use of
new technology is likely to outweigh the reward for the use of new technology.

Q48 Wehavenoted in recent SMEX and MIDEX evaluations a large number of
TMC comments regar ding inadequate schedules, particularly thelack of detail
to sometasks. Typically, spaceistight for sectionsE, F,and G and PlI'sare
constantly trading schedule detail for space to address other itemsrequired in
the AO. Sinceascheduleisrequired of all proposals, might it not be better to
allocate awhole page (add a page, 8.5 X 11, portrait or landscape) that can
only beused for a schedule? Thiswould ensurethe desired information and
providefor better evaluation.

Inadequate schedules were not observed in the mgjority of proposals reviewed for
MIDEX. Therefore, a prescribed solution does not seem necessary. The Pl's with
that problem can solve it in anumber of ways, one of which isthe solution
proposed.

Q49 We have a question concer ning multiple Explorer Mission of Opportunity
(MO) proposalsto contributeto a foreign mission opportunity. Groupsat two
U.S. ingtitutions both intend to propose, and we intend to propose distinct
technical contributionsthat have no direct technical interface with each other.
Both contributionswould be delivered to the foreign instrument integration
team.

The best solution we have identified, and on which we seek your input, isto
writetwo MO proposals with the different technical proposals, smilar science
proposals, two US PIs, each with responsibility for an effort in which they have
enough expertise to effectively manage the effort, and clear management
interfaces which follow the technical interfaces between each US effort and the
foreign project.

This note seeks any general advice you are allowed to provide.
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| agree that your proposed solution is consistent with the SMEX AO and the intent
of the classic Mission of Opportunity solicitation. So you have (at least) two
choices:

- Submit separate proposals that will be evaluated and selected on their own.
This gives NASA the option of choosing one or both or neither of the
proposed contributions to the foreign mission.

- Submit asingle proposal representing the proposed NASA contribution to
the foreign mission. This gives NASA the same options (since NASA
always reserves the right to partially select a proposal).

In the case of two proposals, | will provide the peer review with instructions to
consider each proposal on its own merits. (I always provide thisinstruction to
Explorer peer review panels, but in this case areminder would be agood idea.)

I will note that, whether you submit one or two proposals, each proposa should
clearly state not only the science case for the overall foreign mission, but also the
science case for the specific proposed contribution to the overall foreign mission.

| havean ideafor a SMEX that attachestothelSS. It can bedivided into two
parts. If | attach onepart to a nadir-pointing full truss site, and the other part
to a zenith-pointing full truss site, then there arelots of scientific and logistical
advantages. Isit allowed to propose to use both truss sites smultaneously?

No. The OSS allocation on the I SS does not include two truss sites. A proposal for
OSS to provide two truss sites for a SMEX investigation would not be compliant
with the SMEX AO. If another ISS stakeholder, who has an appropriate ISS
alocation, contributed the second truss site to the investigation, then such a

proposal might be compliant.

Inthe SMEX draft AO, the page limit for the section on mission
implementation, management, schedule, and cost and cost estimating
methodology islimited to 20 pages. Wethink that it will be extremely difficult
toinclude everything that isasked for in 20 pages at the level that isrequired
for evaluation by TMC. Will we berestricted to 20 pagesfor that section?

Many proposers are able to include in 20 pages everything that is required for a
Stage 1 proposal. We have no plansto change the page limit allocations, though
you should carefully read the AO when it is released.

For SDB participation: does all work count toward the quota, or do only first
tier subcontracts count? What about second tier contracts?

Only first tier subcontracting counts. The exact wording from the General
Instructions for Standard Form 294 (http://sbo.od.nih.gov/sf294.pdf) is.
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7. Subcontract award data reported on this form by prime
contractors/subcontractors shall be limited to awards made to their immediate
subcontractors. Credit cannot be taken for awards made to lower tier
subcontractors.

Isit allowableto proposea SMEX on the I SSthat places attached payloads on
both a full-truss site and the JEM-EF? Istherealimit to the number of attach
sites useable under such a scenario? What isit?

The Office of Space Science has alimited alocation on the ISS. During the time
period solicited for this AO, the OSS alocation is sufficient for afull-truss site, or a
combination of smaller sites, but not both.

The OSS dlocation on the ISSis not sufficient for both a full-truss site and a JEM-
EF site. A proposal for OSS to provide both afull-truss site and a JEM-EF site for
a SMEX investigation would not be compliant with the SMEX AO. If another ISS
stakeholder, who has an appropriate 1SS alocation, contributed a second 1SS attach
site to the investigation, then such a proposa might be compliant.

If we propose to use a Japanese attach site, would it count as a contribution?
Aretheresubtletiesin proposing such an instrument that we might not have
thought of ?

If NASDA, the agency providing the JEM-EF, were to provide an attach point for a
proposed investigation out of their ISS allocation, then that would count as a
contribution. There are no costs attached to the actua site allocation. Any
contribution that NASDA contributes towards building and flying the payload
would count as a contribution. NASDA would aso have to provide the launch and
on-orbit resources since those would be outside of OSS's allocations.

Isthereany timelimit for Phase B (i.e., the time between the Phase A Study
Report and the Confirmation Review at the end of Phase B)?

Thereisno time limit for Phase B. The constraints that limit Phase B include (i) the
launch date requirement (no later than August 2008) and (ii) the pre-Confirmation
spending limit (Section 4.5: The nominal limit for all studies prior to the Phase B/C
Confirmation and the initiation of mission detailed design (Phase C) is 25% of the
total NASA OSS commitment for Phases A/B/C/D.).

Isthetechnical review prior to Phase C/D considered the CDR or isthisa
separate NASA review in addition to the normal CDR?

The Confirmation Review isa NASA programmatic review that is separate from
the normal CDR.



Q57 On page 37 of the Draft SMEX AQ it statesthat at confirmation we must
demonstrate " 20% cost reserve against the cost to complete”. (i) Isthe
meaning of " cost to complete” the cost from Confirmation through launch plus
30 days? (ii) In the case of a Shuttle launch for an I SS attached payload, does
the cost to complete exclude the launch costs?

The Draft SMEX AO has been modified to place an increased emphasis on
adequate cost reserves to mitigate cost risk (see "Modifications to the Draft SMEX
AQO" on the SMEX Acquisition Additional Information Page at
http://explorer.larc.nasa.gov/explorer/smexacq.html .) (i) The Draft AO says: "A cost
reserve of less than 20% against the cost to complete (not including the launch
vehicleor MO&DA) will require extraordinary justification." Here, the phrase
"cost to complete’ means the cost from Confirmation through the end of the
basealine mission excluding the launch vehicle and MO& DA costs. Note that the
lack of a20% minimum cost reserve on MO& DA does not automatically mean that
there is no need for cost reserves on MO&DA. The cost reserve posture for
MO&DA, whether it is zero or some larger amount, should be justified. (ii) In the
case of a Shuttle launch for an ISS attached payload, there are three components to
the costs associated with the Shuttle: transportation costs, standard services costs,
and special services (mission unique) costs. It isnot necessary to carry cost
reserves for transportation and standard services costs. It is necessary to carry
reserves for special services (mission unique) Costs.

Q58 In Table B-3 (page B-16) one of the cost lineitemsin phase C/D is" Launch +
30 daysOps'. Wethink that thisisour cost for the 30 day period between
launch and L+30days. Isthat correct?

Yes. Thisisthe cost for mission operations during the period between launch and
the end of in-orbit-checkout (typically L+30 days for a satellite) which is the end of
Phase C/D.

Q59: Thedraft SMEX AO indicatesthat the only NASA centersthat can provide
project management are JPL and GSFC. If we propose an | SS attached
SMEX, can JSC (Johnson Space Center) provide the project management?

Yes. JPL and GSFC arethe only NASA centers that may provide project
management for free-flyer SMEX missions. For ISS attached SMEX missions, JSC
is also allowed to provide project management. The final AO will indicate this.



